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DETAILED ACTION 

L Amendment received on 12/07/2005 has been entered. Claims 1, 4, 5, 1 1-13, 16, 17 and 
20 are amended. Claims 1-20 are still pending. 

Priority 

2. This application has no priority claim made. The filing date is 10/29/2001 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter 
sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have 
been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in 
which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Natarajan et al. 

(US 6505244 Bl), hereinafter referred as Natarajan as applied to claims 1 and 2, and further 

in view of Evans (US 5694524 A), hereinafter referred as Evans and Yates et al. (US 

6330586 Bl), hereinafter referred as Yates. 

a. Natarajan shows (claim 1) a method for modeling video teleconferencing network 
reliability (column 2, line 15-22; column 6, lines 49-65; column 29, line 37-column 
30, line 33), the method comprising: obtaining historical data for multiple video 
conferences (Fig. 17, item 1706, 1722; column 29, line 37-colunm 30, line 33); 
storing said historical data in a call history table (Fig. 15; column7, lines 12-43: 
feedback-based adaptive network, report network information to a centralized data 
storage entity); executing a modeling algorithm that produces a model representing 
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the historical data (Fig. 17, item 1718 and 1720; column 6, lines 49-65; column 29, 
line 37-column 30, line 33); analyzing the model to identify characteristics associated 
with undesirable outcomes for the video conferences (Fig. 17, item 1720, 1724, 1726, 
1728; column 6, lines 49-65; column 29, line 37-column 30, line 33); and configuring 
a video teleconferencing network to avoid at least one of the identified characteristics 
associated with undesirable outcomes (Fig. 17, item 1708, 1710, 1712, 1714; column 
6, lines 49-65; column 29, line 37-column 30, line 33). Natarajan does not show 
(claim 1) said historical data referenced to video teleconferencing equipment vendor 
or model identification information; (claim 3) wherein the operation of executing a 
decision tree algorithm comprises executing an ID3-based algorithm; (claim 7) 
wherein: the method fiirther comprises building a training set firom the historical data; 
the operation of executing the modeling algorithm comprises applying the modeling 
algorithm to the training set; and the operation of analyzing the model comprises: 
deriving a rule set firom the model; and analyzing the rule set to identify the 
characteristics associated with undesirable outcomes for the video conferences; 
(claim 9) the specification of multiple vendors in collecting and processing video 
conference service performance data, 
b. Yates shows (claim 1) said historical data referenced to video teleconferencing 

equipment vendor or model identification information and (claim 9) the specification 
of multiple vendors in collecting and processing video conference service 
performance data (column 5, line 67-column 6, line 12) in an analogous art for the 
purpose of reconfigurable service provision via a communication network. 
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c. Evans shows (claim 3) wherein the operation of executing a decision tree algorithm 
comprises executing an ID3-based algorithm (column 9, line 12-19); (claim 7) 
wherein: the method further comprises building a training set from the historical datia 
(column 1, line 51 -column 2, line 13; column 2, line 42-58); the operation of 
executing the modeling algorithm comprises applying the modeling algorithm to the 
training set (column 1, line 51 -column 2, line 13; column 2, line 42-58); and the 
operation of analyzing the model comprises: deriving a rule set from the model 
(colunm 1, line 51 -column 2, line 13; column 2, line 42-58); and analyzing the rule 
set to identify the characteristics associated with undesirable outcomes for the video 
conferences (column 1, line 51 -column 2, line 58); (claim 9) in an analogous art for 
the purpose of system and method for identifying conditions leading to a particular 
result in a multi-variant system. 

d. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Natarajan's functions of policy engine which supports 
application specific plug-ins for enforcing policies in a feedback-based, adaptive data 
network with Evans' functions of using decision tree and training data set, 
particularly ID3 extension C4.5 algorithm, Yates's functions of identifying a 
particular result in a multi- variant system, and with specifying vendor consideration 
in the network performance data collection. 

e. The modification would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in tlie art 
would have been motivated to be able to use decision tree algorithm per Natarajan' 
teaching and training data set in analyzing video conference performance, particularly 
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ID3 and its extension per Evans' teaching, and to include multiple vendor 
consideration in specifying network performance data set per Yates's teaching. 

f. Regarding claim 2, Natarajan shows wherein the operation of executing a modeling 
algorithm that produces a model comprises executing a decision tree algorithm 
(column 14, lines 5-50; column 15, lines 1-37: decision tree). 

g. Regarding claim 4, Natarajan shows further comprising conducting a new video 
conference with the video teleconferencing network configured to avoid at least one 
of the identified characteristics associated with undesirable outcomes (Fig. 17, item 
1720, 1724, 1726, 1728; column 29, line 37-column 30, line 33). 

h. Regarding claim 5, Natarajan shows further comprising: updating the historical data 
to create new historical data that includes values representing characteristics of the - 
new video conference (Fig. 15; column7, lines 12-43: feedback-based adaptive 
network, report network information to a centralized data storage entity; Fig. 17, item 
1706, 1722; colunm 29, line 37-column 30, line 33); executing the modeling 
algorithm to produce a new model representing the new historical data (Fig. 17, item 
1718 and 1720; column 29, line 37-column 30, line 33; column 14, lines 5-50; 
column 15, lines 1-37: decision tree); analyzing the new model to produce a result 
(Fig. 17, item 1720, 1724, 1726, 1728; column 29, line 37-column 30, line 33); and 
reconfiguring the video teleconferencing network according to the result (Fig. 17, 
item 1708, 1710, 1712, 1714; column 29, line 37-column 30, line 33). 

i. Regarding claim 6, Natarajan shows further comprising: evaluating the model to 
determine whether the model provides a desired level of efficacy (Fig. 17, item 1720, 
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1724, 1726, 1728; column 29, line 37-column 30, line 33); and in response to 
determining that the model does not provide a desired level of efficacy, using a 
different modeling algorithm to produce a different model (Fig. 17, item 1720, 1724, 
1726, 1728; column 29, line 37-column 30, line 33). 

j. Regarding claim 8, Natarajan shows wherein: the historical data includes attribute 
values for attributes of each video conference and an outcome value representing an 
outcome for each video conference (column 2, line 15-22; column 29, line 37-column 
30, line 33); and the operation of applying the modeling algorithm to the training set 
comprises: using the outcome values as categorical attributes for the modeling 
algorithm (column 2, line 15-22; column 29, line 37-column 30, line 33); and using 
the attribute values as non-categorical attributes for the modeling algorithm (column 
2, line 15-22; column 29, line 37-column 30, line 33). 

k. Regarding claim 10, Natarajan shows wherein: the training set includes values 

representing a first set of attributes (Fig. 17, item 1706, 1722); and the method further 
comprises: evaluating the model to determine whether the model provides a desired 
level of efficacy (Fig. 17, item 1720, 1724, 1726, 1728); in response to determining 
that the model does not provide a desired level of efficacy, building a different 
training set that includes a different set of attributes (Fig. 17, item 1720, 1724, 1726, 
1728); and applying the modeling algorithm to the different training set to produce a 
different model (Fig. 17, item 1708, 1710, 1712, 1714). 

1. Claims 1 1-14, 16 and 20 are of the same scope as claims 1-2 and 5. These are rejected 
for the same reasons as for claims 1-2 and 5. 
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m. Claims 15 and 17-19 are of the same scope as claims 3 and 7-9. These are rejected for 
the same reasons as for claims 3 and 7-9. 
Together Natarajan, Evans and Yates disclosed all limitations of claims 1-20. Claims 1-20 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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Response to Arguments 
4. Applicant's arguments filed on 12/07/2005 have been fully considered, but they are not 
persuasive. 

a. In response to statements in the last paragraph of page 1 1 , applicant alleged that 
vendor identification and model identification information are included in the 
collection of historical data. However, including either vendor identification or model 
identification information would not affect the claimed invented functions 
(limitations). It is also obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made that a network equipment configuration data contains the vendor 
identification and model identification for multiple vendor network management 
environment as per Yates' teaching. Thus together Natarajan and Yates have all 
limitations of claim 1,11 and 20. 
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Remarks 

6. The following pertaining arts are discovered and not used in this office action. Office 

reserves the right to use these arts in later actions. 

a. Hales et al. (US 6288739 Bl) Distributed video communications system 
a. Grabelsky et al. (US 6678250 Bl) Method and system for monitoring and 
management of the performance of real-time networks 
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Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy 
as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end 
of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 
1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated fi*om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Refer to the enclosed PTO-892 for details. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peling A. Shaw whose telephone number is (571) 272-7968. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00 - 4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the statu9s of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained fi"om either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
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applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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